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Suggestions on Project 3.1930

P. 11

castings. If so, this implies that machining can also be a m-
finishing operation. You define custing es a senifinishing pro-ess
on p. 6, but strietly speaking do not dafine sem!finishing as s:ch.
P, 13, Metric tons

You are covered herchy the note on p. 1.
Pp. 13-14

A good place to add a statement on the US position with re: pect
to the use of castings versus forgings and stempings.

P. lha
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from Teble 5 to show cesgparaiive tromds. Submit draft it

projeet to facilitate evaluation. oy ¥

Pp. 15-17

If the USSR shifts to apecialized founiries where will she weet
cesting needs for short rums of custom items? What is the impac:,
if any, of the proposed recrganisation of the structure of the
foundries on the nature of tie required castings mix?
P. 17

Compare 2,800 foundries in 1950 vith Table 2, p. 23.
P. 25, top

Doss not much of the output of the smaller foundriss necess ril:
consist of custom 1tems and short runs for specialized machinery ad
Are thnc Jroducts musnable 1o nass er series production? Where
will they be produced umder future Soviet plans?
P. 28, Shell mold casting

Defined above, p. 7, But could be footnoted here mors de a
M4 s short glossary of terms to appendlix. 14 more do all.
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P. 29

Likewise define lost wax process briefly for the lay reesde:.
P. 31, 1st full para, lasi sont.

Compare with last pera, p. 27, which states that USSR hes !zpt

up with the US in send molding tecknology. Does this pean that the
USSR has the know-how but doas not apply it widely.

P. 31, last para.

Is information svmilahls on the percent of mechanization o
molding operations in the US?

Pp. 33-3%

It would tighten wp this section if the discussion of bloci
molding and wald-casting war: moved back to Section IV, A, and
diascussed along with technology.

P. 37, end long para.

Prevalling where® USSR or USY
r. 38

Reconcile with P. bl as suggested by D/Ch/E.

Pp. W2k

Would read betier if kmown preduction were given first, evcn
though owr knowladge ‘s limited to two years. FPare down the st te-
ment about poorly developed technology, since this has been dev: loped
earlier in the paper.

P. b7, B, first para.

First two sentences also look comtradictory to me.
Pp. 47-50

Reverse ordar. iUse a short lead into the two subsections :nd
make & brief comelusion out of the present introduction. The ling
introductory evaluation makes the ¢iscussion seem repetitive.

P. 50, gecond full para, first sent.

Won't much of the new egquipment be absorbed inte the moder ization

program?
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PO 59’ m‘k Ml
Redraft conclusion from p. 47, as suggested asbove.
General Comments:

It seems to me that the substantive problems center around he
Tfollowing questions:

1. Comparative attitude (technological and ecomomic) of th two
countries towards ferrous casting versus other processes.

2. Compariscn of the structure of the foundry industry ir - he
two ecuntries.

3. Clarification of 3oviet intentions toward fulfillment o
present plan.

L. Clarificstion of mature of foundry bottleneck nnd devel: p-
mant of a consistent positior on this subject.
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